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Dr. BENNET'S 


CONCESSIONS 


3 DT WE 


NON-JURORS, &c. 


5 2 SY. Octor Bennet's late Book, entitled 9 The 


Non juror s Separation fromthe publick Aſ- 
& Bl ſemblies of the Church of England, examined 
and proved to be Schiſmatical upon their own 
Principles, having made a great noiſe in 


the World, and been the occaſion of many Coffee 


houſe Diſputes, you are pleaſed to deſire my Thoughts 
of that Performance; which I am very willing to com- 
ply with, as having a little leiſure time which may 
be properly enough employed in ſuch an amuſement ; 


For I call it an amuſement, ſince the merits of the 
| Cauſe are no way concerned in it. The Dr. does not 


pretend to perſuade the Non- jurors to come in and 


comply with the preſent Government; he is very well 
contented to have them Non-jurors ſtill, only he 


would have them go to the publick Communion, and 


ſay their Prayers with him and his Brethren, and 


ſuppoſes they may do it without forſaking their old 
Principles. To this end he ſays (pag. 6.) Let it 
te therefore be granted, 1. That the late revolution was 
cc utterly unjuſtifyable, and that the ſettlement conſequent 


upon it was utterly nul. 2. That the Biſhops who were 


A deprived 


i 
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(4) 
« dep 5 or not ſubmitting to it, were Confe ſſors for their 


cc 


ifal; and that thoſe Biſhops'who were placed in the 
c Sees, were ſchiſmatical intruders. 3. That Dr. Comp- 


ton, then Bijhop of London, was guilty of Schiſm, in | 


« 'maintaining Communion with thoſe ſchiſmatical intruders: 

So that the Diſpute is not concerning any of theſe 
Matters dive they are true or falſe, but only whe- 
ther taking theſe tor granted the Dr. has made good 
his point, and proved the Non-jurors to be Schiſma- 
ticks. Let us now examine the Dr's arguments after 
be has made theſe Conceſſions; which, as he ſays, 


© are large enough o Conſcience.” 


«7 id contend, ſays he, that the aforeſaid Dr. 
«© Compton coninued. our Biſh:p norwithftanding; and that 


«* his (ſuppoſed ) ſchiſmatical Communion , with the ſup- 

e poſed ſchiſmatical intruders, was not a forfeiture of his 
* Right to the See of London. Hor the clearing this Aſs 
oy BY as adds he, give me leave to ſu uggeſt one diſtine- 
© tion. Though all Schiſm is a Breach of that Union, 
© which Ro to be maintained in the Church, or Chriſtian 
© Society; yet there is a wide difference between the Schiſm 


00 of Coordination, and the Schiſm of Sub-ordination. 


Ihen there is a Breach of Church Union between thoſe 


* that are equals in the Chriſtian Church ( for inſtance, be- 


Jurors, that all Biſhops are of the ſame Order and Dig- 
nity ) then there is a Schiſm of Coordination: But when 
there is a Breach of Church Union between Superiors and 
Inferiors (for inſtance , when the inferior Clergy, or the 
Laity quarrel with their Bifhop, or the like) then there is 


2 acknowledgment of Schiſmatical intruders into neigh- 
* bouring Sees, aud maintaining Communion with them as 


© Biſhops of thoſe Sees, which (as it is now ſuppoſed) they 
were unjuſtly poſſeſſed of, was a Schiſm of Co-ordination.” 


cc 


Upon this diſtinction he has founded all that he has 


to ſay on this occaſion, and therefore I thought it 


proper to ſet it down at full length. Let us next ſee 
how he argues from it. Having 


tween two biſhops; for I need not obſerve to the Nun- 


à Schiſm of Sub-ordination. Wherefore Dr. Compton? 


5 » * Wk / era cn ens 


Q et 


C37 
Having aſſerted, that ©. the Schiſm of Co-ordination 
cc does not diſſolve the relation between a Biſhop and bis 
cc Flock,” (though it may make him juſtly liable to a 
Deprivation) he pretends to prove it by maintaining, 
that every Biſbop has the ſame Right to the ſpiritual Go- 
verument of his Dioceſe, as a King has to the civil Go- 
verum nt of his Realm, &c. Now, ſays he, as a King, 
or an inferior Magiſtrate, or the Maſter of a Family, does 
not ceaſe to be what he is, or forfeit his Right to the obe- 
dience of his own Subjeits or Inferiors, by breaking that 
Peace which he ought to keep with his Equals; ſo neither 
does a Biſhop, by being guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordinati- 
on, by breaking that Peace which he ought to keep with his 


neighbouring Dvoceſans, ceaſe to be what he is, viz. the ſu- 
preme Paſtor of his own Dioceſe. But this parallel cannot 
be allowed; for the ſeveral Kingdoms of the Earth do 


not make one Kingdom, nor the ſeveral Families one 
Family: But the ſeveral Churches, whether Dioceſan 
or Provincial, do all make but one Church. He that 
bears an Office in one Family or Kingdom, has no 
right to execute the ſame Office in another Family or 
Kingdom: But he that has an Office in the Church, 
of this Dioceſe or Province, has a right to execute the 
ſame in any other Dioceſe or Province in the Chri- 


ſtian World. He that is a Member of one Family or 


Kingdom, has no right to that Memberſhip in ano- 


ther Family or Kingdom; but he that is a Member of 


one Church, is a Member of all. If a Prince miſuſes 


his Subjects, or a Maſter of a Family his Domeſticks; 


another Prince, or Aſſembly of Princes; or another 

Maſter of a Family, or. Aſſembly of ſuch Maſters, 
have no Authority to depoſe him, and put another in 
his place: Becauſe every Family is independent with 


regard to his Neighbour, and ſo is every State and 


Kingdom. But Dr. Bennet acknowledges, that a Bi- 


ſhop may be depoſed by his Collegues. A quarrel be- 


tween one King and another, makes no Schiſm, no 
diviſion or difference inthe ſame Body; but a breach 


—— 
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of Peace between two Biſhops, makes a Schiſm, as the 


Dr. himſelf owns it does; and if a Schiſm, then a 
diviſion or difference in one and the ſame Body, The 
very notion of Schiſm ſuppoſes thoſe that are divided 


by it to have been one before, and therefore cannot be 
applied to Breaches between Kingdoms and Fami- 


lies, becauſe they are two diſtinct perfectly indepen- 


dent Bodies: But it is not ſo with the Catholick 
Church, which is but one all the World over, and there- 


fore this parallel proves nothing. 
In the next place the Dr. ſays (p. 9.) © That the 


ce Schiſm of Co-ordination does not affeft the Dioceſe ſo as 


cc to make thoſe, who continue in the Communion of ſuch a 


ce ſchiſmatical Biſhop, guilty of the Schiſm; becauſe ſuch a 


„ Schiſm in the Biſhop is only a perſonal Fault, like Mur- 


cc der or Drunkenneſs, or any other Villany. *Tis true, 
c adds he, (p. 10.) a Biſhop is the Centre or Principle 


e of Unity in his Dioceſe; that is, all the Clergy and 
« Laity of his Dioceſe, are beund to live in ſpiritual Obe- 


e dience to him, and Communion with him, otherwiſe the 
« Unity of the Dioceſe cannot be preſerved. But does the 


Dr. know no other Unity of the Church but the Uni- 
ty of a Dioceſe? The Biſhop is the centre of Uni- 


ty to his Clergy and Laity, with regard to the Ca- 
tholick Church, as well as to his own Dioceſe: And 
therefore if the Biſhop ſchiſmatically cut himſelf off 
from the Unity of the Catholick Church, the Clergy 
and Laity that are united to him, cannot be thereby 


united to the Catholick Church: For their Biſhop, | 


who is their Centre of Unity, having ſchiſmatically cut 
himſelf off from Catholick Unity, has likewiſe cut 
them off from that Unity ſo long as they adhere to 
im. It their Centre of Unity be not in Unity with 
the Catholick Church, how can they be in Unity 
with it? St. Paul (Eph. iv. 16.) teaches us, that the 
Catholick Church is a Body fitly joyned together, and 
compatted by that which every Joynt ſupplieth : But if the 
Joynt, the part by which the Members adhering to 
5 it 
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it are united to the Body is cut off, how ſhall the 
Members, which after that exciſion, continue united 
to it, be joyned to the Body? But the Dr. thinks fit 
to ſay, (p. 11.) © Theugh the Biſhop is a Principle or 
& Centre of Unity to his People, with reſpect to the Go- 
ce verument of his own Diſtrict; yet he is not a Principle 
ce or Centre of Unity to them with reſpect to other Diſtritts, 
& with the Adminiſtration or Government of whichthey have 
ce 70 concern.” But as J have obſerved, the Biſhop is 


* | the centre of Unity to them, with reſpe& to the Ca- 
15 tholick Church, as well as with reſpect to his own 
. 


Diſtrict: For I am not a Member of Chriſt merely, 
a as I am a Member of this or that Dioceſe, but as I 
r- am a Member of the Catholick Church. And if he 
ey that is my Centre of Unity, makes me only a Member 
of his own Diſtrict, and not of the Catholick Church, 
then am I not made a Member of Chriſt by my Union 
with him: And if he is a Principle of Unity to me, 
with reſpe& to the Catholick Church, he muſt be fo 
with reſpe& to other Diſtricts as well as his own; for 
the Catholick Church is not confined to one DiſtriR. 
But, ſays he, © they have no concern withthe Adminiſtra- 
& tion or Government of other Diſtricts.“ But ſure they 
are ſo far concerned as to know whether the Gover- 
nours of thoſe Diſtricts are in the Communion of him 
who is the principle of Unity to them : For if they 
travel into thoſe Diſtricts, and there receive the Word 
and Sacraments from thoſe that have rejected the Com- 
munion of their Biſhop, they then break Communion 
with him who is the Principle of Unity to them, by 
uniting themſelves to thoſe with whom their own Bi- 
ry is not united. Therefore Schiſm, even the Schiſm 
of Co-ordination, muſt have that Contagion which the 
Non-jurors affirm, and the Dr. denies it to have; be- 
cauſe a Biſhop who has cut himſelf off from the Union 
of his Brethren, cannot be a Principle of Unity to his 
Pcople, with reſpe& to the Catholick Church: For he 
cannot be a Principle of Unity to them, with reſpe 


as 
"ADS —_— _ „ » — — - 


» 2 ES 


(3) 


eo thoſe Biſhops who: according to the Doctorꝰs own 
Hypotheſis are Biſhops of the Catholick Church, be- 


caufſè he has cut himſelf off from their Communion! 


And if from their Communion then from the whole 
Catholick Church as it ſtands diſtinguiſhed from here- 
tical and ſchiſmatical Churches: For the Catholick 
Church as ſo diſtinguiſhed is but one Communion; 
and the Schiſm of Co-ordination breaks that Com- 
munion as well as the Schiſm of Subordination. And 
therefore thoſe who adhere to a Biſhop who has put 


united to this Cathelick Church is not himſelf united 


do it. Having thus, Think ſafficiently anſwered the 


Doctor's Arguments, Ixil next proceed to his Appeal 


to Antiquity. For he ſeems to be i rg mon he 


has that of his ſide. And therefore 
Lair challenge thoſe who would fem to pu 1 
Deference'to Antiquity to produce. fo much as one i 25 


| ef their Side. I beſeech them to ſhew me if they can, that i 
any ous fingle Flock was encouraged to forfake the Com- 


munion of their Dioceſan, merely for his having communi- 


cared adith a Schiſmatical Intruder into a neighbouring See, 


er for being upon any other Account chargeable with the 
Schifm of Co-ordination: For, ſays he (p. 18.) Antiquity does 
teach, that one Biſhop may ſafely communicate with another 


Biſbop who is guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination, and that 


a Flock may ſafely continue in Communion with their Bj 
when he becomes guilty of that Crime; provided, to be ſure, 


that they do not reſpeElively j Join in the Schifni of him uhom 


they communicate with. To evince this, I ſball point at 4 
few plain Facts. I will therefore firſt conſider the 
Doctor s plain Fals as he calls them, and when I have 


done that, I doubt not to ſhew that there is at leaſt one 
Egle Fatt againſt the Doctor's Hypotheſis. And if I 


do malt, I as I — * his Challenge. | 


himſelf out of this Catholick Communion cannot be in 
Catholick Communion themſelves, becauſe. their Prin- 
ciple of Unity, the Man by whom they ſhould be 


He 
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He ſays (p. 18,1 9.) © Pope Victor endeavoured to cut 


te off the Eaſtern Churches from Catholick Unity, and made 


cc himſelf a Schiſmatick thereby, and diverſe of the Weſtern 
cc Biſhops did actually joyn with him in that deteſiable pro- 


« ceeding; yet Irenaus, and other Weſtern Bijhops oppoſed 
ce the Pope's Party, without ſo much ds pretending to break 
& off Communion with his ſchiſmatical Holineſs.” Well, if 
the Pope did but endeavour to cut off the Eatern 


Churches; and that is all that the Dr. charges him 


with, or indeed that Hiſtory tells us that he did, then 


he did not actually proceed ſo far as to do it; conſe- 


quently he was very near making a Schiſm, but he 
did not make one. Irenæus, and other Weſtern Bi- 


ſhops, by a timely interpoſition , took care to put a 


ſtop to it. Now what is this to the purpoſe? Pope 
Victor was like to have made a Schiſm, bur did not 
actually make one, yet Irenæus did not pretend to 
break Communion with him. Did any of the Non- 
jurors ever ſay, that one Biſhop might break Commu- 
nion with another; or that a Flock might forſake the 
Communion of their Biſhop., becauſe he endeavoured 
to make a Schiſm, though deſiſted and forbore to 
make it. tin, < 5 380 ne 
In the Caſe of Marcianus who is on all Hands al- 
lowed. to habe been a Schiſmatick , the Doctor ſays 


($633 St. Cyprian's Epiſtle all along ſuppoſes that 


arcianus's Flock: did, and OUgHt to continue in Com- 
munion with him as their Biſhop, till he was depos'd for his 
Crimes. Now that Epiſtle does not I think ſuppoſe 
that they did, and is very far from ſuppoſing that they 
ought to continue in his Communion: For it all 
along ſpeaks of Marcian's Flock as being in a deſpe- 
tate and deplorable Condition under ſuch a Biſnop, and 
as ſeeking Relief from their neighbouring Biſnops; and 


for that Rea ſon urges the Neceſſity of putting another 


into that Biſhoprick. And here St. Cyprian urges that 


which I before ſaid in anſwer. to Dr. Bennets Parallel 


between two Biſhops and two Kings, or two Bi- 
: . B 


ſhops 
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(70) 
ſhops and two Maſters of ſeveral Families, viz. that 
the whole Church though divided amongſt ſeveral Paſtors, is 
but one. His Words are etſi paſtores multi ſumus, unum 
tamen gregem paſcimus, & oves univerſas quas Chriſtus 
ſanguine ſuo & paſſione quaſtuit, colligere & fovere debe- 
mus. Though we are many Paſtors yet we feed but one Flock, 


and ue are all bound to fold and cheriſh all the Sheep that 


Chriſt has purchaſed with his Blood and Paſſion. Agree- 
able to what he before had ſaid on another Occaſion 
(Epiſt. 55.) Epiſcopatus unus, Epifcoporum muttorum con- 
co/di numerofitate diffuſus. There is but one Epiſcopat, 
ſpread every where in a numerous Concord of many Biſhops. 
And in this Epiſtle concerning Marcian, he tells us why 
Chriſt has order'd his Church in this manner. Idcirco 
enim, Frater chariſſime, copioſum Corpus eſt Sacerdotums 


concordiæ mutuæ glutino atq; Unitatis vinculo copulatum, ut 
i quis ex Collegio noſtro hæreſin facere, & gregem Chrifti 


lacerare & vaſtare tentaverit, ſubveniant cateri, & quaſi 


Paſtores utiles & miſericordes, oves Dominicas in gregem 


colligant. For this Reafon, my dear Brother, the Body of 


Prieſts joyned together with the Cement of mutual Concord. 
and the Baud of Unity is large and numerous, that if. 
auy of our College endeavours to make an Hereſy and to rend 


and deſtroy the Flock, the reſt may come into its Succour, 
and as uſeful and merciful Paſtors gather the Lord's Sheep' 
into his Fold. Now how could St. Cyprian apply this 
with reſpect to Marcian's Flock? How were they rent 


and deſtroyed by him? What need of the other Biſhops 


coming into their Succour to reſtore and gather them 


into the Lord's Fold, if they were not ſtrayed out of 


it by continuing in his Communion after he had ſepa- 
rated from the Church, or from the Communion of 
his Fellow-Bifhops by the S:hiſm of Co-ordination 2 
As the Doctor calls it. A little after in the ſame Epiſtle: 
St. Cyprian cites that Text (Ezek. xxxiv. 5, 6.) My. 
Sheep were ſcattered becauſe there is no Shepherd, and 


they became Meat to all the Beaſts of the Field. La my 
Flock was ſcatter'd upon all the Face of the Earth, and 
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15 none did ſearch or ſeek after them. How could he ap · 
7 ply theſe Words to Marciar's Flock, if he ſuppoſed they 
is ought to continue in Communion with him as their Bi- 
. ſhop? How could he ſay they had no Shepherd, if he 
Ry look d upon Marcian to be a Shepherd whom they 
at ought to follow? For they had him and yet St. Cyprian 
e ſays they had no Shepherd. Conſequently he looked 
upon him as no Shepherd, no Biſhop, and that they 
were out of the Communion of the Church whilſt they 
continued in Communion with him; for if they were 
not, what Occaſion was there to gather them to- 
gether as loſt Sheep and to bring them again into the 
Fold? But perhaps the Doctor may ſay theſe Words 
of gathering into the Fold, are to be applied only to the 
Lapſed, whom Marcian refuſed to admit to Penance 
and ſo to Communion. And I muſt confeſs St. Cypri- 
an does very plainly apply them to the Lapſed, but 
do not think he applies them to them only, but to 
al the reſt of Marcian's Dioceſe. For he ſays, Si in 
via Stabulum aliquod obfideri & teneri a latronibus caperit, 

ut quiſquis ingreſſus fuerit inſidiantium illic infeſtatione 
capiatur; hac opinione comperta, Stabula alia in itinere 

appetunt tutiora, ubi ſint fida Hoſpitia & receptacula com- 
meautibus tuta. Quod nunc eſſe apud nos debet, Frater 
chariſſime, ut Fatres noſtros qui vitatis Marciani ſcopulis 
getunt ecclefiz portus ſalutares, ſuſcipiumus ad nos prompta 
& benigna humanitate, & Stabulum commeantibus præ- 
= &amus tale quale, eſt in Evangelio, quo à latronibus ſauci- 
ati & vulnerati ſuſcipi & foveri & tutari ab ſtabulario 
pont. F an Inn upon the Road begins to be beſet and 
held by Thieves, fo that whoſoever enters into it is in danger 
to be taken by them; when this is known the Travellers 
ſeek for other Inns upon the Road which are more ſecure, 
where there are faithful Places of Entertainment, and ſafe 
Retreats for ſuch as paſs the Road. This now ought to be 
fo with us, my dear Brother, that thoſe Brethren of ours, 
who ſhunning the Rocks of Marcian , ſeek the ſalutary 
Harbours of the Church, ſhould be received by us with. a 
| B 2 e ready 
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1 ready and benevolent Kindneſs, and help them to ſuch an 


Inn as is ſet forth in the Goſpel, where thoſe who are hurt 
and wounded by Thieves, may be received, cheriſhed and de- 


feided by the Inn-keeper. From theſe words I think itis 


plain that Marcian's People (I mean ſuch of them 
St. Cyprian here mentions with Approbation) not on- 


ly avoided the joyning with him in his Schiſm, bur alſo 
avoided his Communion too, ſeeking the ſalutary Har- 


bours of the Church, deſiring to be received into the 
Communion of {ome other Biſhops, who St. Cyprian 


teaches were obliged to receive them. So far is this 


plain Fact from evincing what the Doctor produces 
it for, that it evinces the direct contrary. And ſa 


I think does his next Inſtance where he ſays (p. 21. 


' Thoſe Biſhops were guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination 
who communicated with Baſilides and Martialis after they 
were juſtly depoſed. And yet St. Cyprian expreſly calls 
them his Collegues, which Phraſe conſtantly denotes (as 
every Body will. own, that is in any meaſure verſed in 


Kt. Cyprian) ſuch Biſhops as he profeſs'd himſelf in Com- 
munion with, Now if we ſhould ſuppoſe that the Doctor 


has rightly tranſlated this Paſſage of St. Cyprian; and 
granting this to be the meaning of the Word | Collegue] 
in the Author; yet he might alſo call thoſe Biſhops his 


Collegues who having been long of his Communion had 


juſt deſerted it, or at leaſt he had juſt heard of their 
joyning with a ſchiſmatical Communion. Thus it is 
uſual for us to ſay; ſuch and ſuch of our Brethren have de- 


ferted us; will the Doctor from hence conclude, that 


we look upon them to be our Brethren after their De- 
{crtion in the ſame ſenſe that we did before, though it 
is cuſtomary to call them ſo upon {ſuch an Occaſion? 
Do we not when we expreſs. our ſelves in that man- 
ner plainly mean fuch as lately were and now are not 
our Brethren? And that St. Cyprian did ſometimes 10 
expreſs himſelf is evident from the Paſſage I quoted 
juſt before out of his Epiſtle to Stephen concerning 
Marcian; where he ſays if any one of our College forms 


F; 


( x3 ) 


an Hereſy. Now one of our College and one of our Col- 
legues is the very ſame thing; and yet here St. Cyprian 
calls one that forms an Hereſy that is an Arch-Heretick 
one of his College. But ſhall we from thence ſuppoſe that 
he communicated with him and looked upon him as 
really his Collegue after he became an Heretick? No 
certainly; and therefore if he had called theſe Biſhops 
his Collegues it had been in this ſenſe only, that is, 
fuch as he eſteemed to have been his Collegues till 
they communicated with Bafilides and Martialis; as is 
evident from what he ſays immediately after. Con- 
ſortes & Participes oſtendit eos alienorum delictor um fieri, 
qui fuerint delinquentibus copulati. qui dum malis MMecca- 
toribus & Pœnitentiam non agentibus illicita excommuni- 
catione miſcentur, nocentium contactibus polluuntur, & dum 
junguntur in Culpa, fic nec in pæna ſeparantur. It is ma- 
nifeſt thoſe are made Partakers of other Men's Sins, who 
are joyned in communion with ſuch Offenders: Who whilſt 
they are mingled with evil Men and Sinners and ſuch as 
have not done Penance but live in an unlawful Commu- 
ion out of the Church, are polluted with the Contagion of 
thoſe. Offenders ; and whilſt they are joyned with them in 
the Sin, are not ſeparated from them in the Puniſhment. 
Theſe laſt Words ſhew that St. Cyprian looked upon 
them to be in the ſame State with the two Apoſtates 
with whom they communicated, and that he could no 
more communicate with the one than with the other. 
Which ſhews that he had the ſame Notion the Non- 
Jurors have of the Contagion of the Schiſm of Co- 
ordination. : But farther if the Doctor had given us 
a right Conſtruction of St. Cyprian's words, even as he 
| himſelf has cited them, we had not been troubled 
with this weak Objection; for they are theſe : Qui de 
Collegis noſtris extiterunt that is, ſuch as were or hHAve 
been of our Collegues; which can by no means be 
ſtrainꝰd to ſignify that St. Cyprian called them ſuch at 
the time when he wrote this Epiſtle. 


The 


ts ASE 264 4 
— — g 


( 14 ) 

The Doctors laſt Inſtance (p. 22) is Pope Stephen 
who excommunicated even the good St, Cyprian himſelf, and 
thoſe Biſhops who adher'd to him for rejetting the Baptiſm 
of Hereticks. Now there was manifeſtly a Schiſm of Co-or- 
dination in this Caſe, between the oppofite Parties; and yet 
we do not find, that either fide thought the Flocks of their 
Adverſaries obliged to forſake the Communion of their re- 


ſpective Dioceſaus on that Account. Now in anſwer to 


this it may be ſaid in the firſt place, that it does not 
appear that Stephen did actually excommunicate St. 


prian and his Collegues, or denounce any formal Sen- 
tence againſt him. It is true Firmilian ſays to him as 
the Doctor has quoted him in his Margin; how great 


Conteſts and Diſſentions have you raiſed through all the 
Churches of the World? How great a Sin have you brought 


upon your ſelf when you cut your ſelf off from ſo many Flocks 2 


For do not deceive your ſelf, you have cut your ſelf off. 


Foraſmuch. as he is truly a Shiſmatick who makes himſelf an 
Apoſtate from the Communion of ecclefiaſtical Unity. For. 


whilſt you think that all others may be excommunicated by 
you, you have only excommunicated your ſelf. But when 
he comes to be more particular, and to tell us how 
this was done, we hear of no Sentence of excommu- 
nication denounced againſt any; only that he had 
carried himſelf very haughtily and proudly towards 


the Eaſtern and the African Biſhops; and particularly 


had been perfectly inhumane to the Africanus, not on- 
ly refuſing to admit their Legates to communicate 


with him when they came to Rome, but forbidding all 


his People ſo much as to receive them into their 
Houſes, and called St. Cyprian himſelf a falſe Chriſt, a 


falſe Apoſtle and a deceitful Worker. Now this was a 


moſt wicked and deteſtable Action of Stephen, and 
was alſo ſchiſmatical, and if perſiſted in muſt have made 
a formal Schiſm. And therefore Firmilian who was 
an Eaſtern Biſhop and had been ill uſed by Stepher 
before, and now alſo thought himſelf again affronted 
by the inhumane Treatment ſhewn to Cyprian 050 

the 
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the African Biſhops his Collegues, had juſt reaſon to 
reprove Stepher's Pride. And in order to humble him 
and bring him to better Temper, might very well lay 
before him the Conſequences: of his Actions, that if 
he would carry matters ſo far and perſiſt in a Denial 
of Communion with ſo many Churches; the Excom- 
munication would not fall upon them but himſelf, he 
would cut himſelf off from the Unity. of the Church 
and not them. But there is a great Difference be- 
tween a raſh ſchiſmatical Act and the making a for- 
mal Schiſm. For a raſh ſchiſmatical Act may be eaſily 
rectified by him that was guilty of it, but a formal 
Schiſm cannot be fo. Had Stephen but acknowledg'd his 
Fault, or ſent his communicatory Letters to Cyprian, 
all had been well at once as if this matter had never 
been; but when a formal Schiſm is made and a Man 
has engag'd a Party to his Side, then the matter will 
not end with that Man's Acknowledgment of his 
Fault who made the Schiſm, the Party and the Schiſm 
will continue nevertheleſs. Which makes a wide 
difference in the Caſe. Now this was only Stephens 
perſonal Act; we read of no Party that he formed on 
this Occaſion, or of any formal Schiſm made about 
this Controverſy ; and therefore upon Stephen's Death 
(who ſuffered in the heat of this Conteſt, which laſted 
not above a Year). we hear no more of it: So that I 
think this Caſe nothing to the Dr's purpoſe ; for tho? 
Stephen was guilty of a ſchiſmatical Act, yet there 
was no direct Schiſm made; it was at moſt but a 
Schiſm in fieri, juſt ready to be made; but Stephen 
died, and then all was right, as if the Conteſt had 
never been. 1 
But admitting that there was a real Schiſm, whence 
does the Dr. gather, that neither fide thought the Flocks 
of their Adverſaries obliged to forſake the Communion of 
their reſpective Dioceſans on that Account? All the proof 
he has is, that e do not find that they did: But pray 
where do we find that they did not? Therefore 171 
on- 


(16) 

Non-jur ors cannot find that either of the Parties did 
chink th the Flocks of their Adverſaries obliged to forſake the 
Communion of their reſpective Dioceſans ; and the Dr. can- 

not find -that they thought them obliged 'to keep in the 
Communion of their 'reſpective Dioceſans. Then is there 
nothing in this Story that is any thing favourable to 
the Dr's-ſide, ' any more than for their fide whom he 
oppoſes; ſo that he might juſt as well have let it alone, 
becauſe it proves 1. at all with relation to rhis 


Controverſy. 


And now we come to ws conclulitis Argument, 


drawn from the practice of the Ancients, which is 


this: How often have abe been told, ſays the Dr. (p. 23) 
that in the Primitive Times las held for a Maxim, That 
he who was a Schiſmatick from one ſound Branch or Part 

of the Chriſtian Church, was eſteemed a Schiſmatick from 
the whole Chriſtian Churth;, and ut conſequently denied 


Communion with the Criſtian Church, and ſhut quite out 
it? And what ſtrange Inferences have been drawn from 


thence, eſpecially in oppoſition to thoſe pho maintained Com- 
munion with ſuch Biſb pt, as were, upon ſome Account or 
other, Schiſmaticks ? Arid let us hear his Anſwer. Now 


the Truth is, the Correſpondence between the Ancient Bi- 


ſhops, by Communicatory Letters, a ( generally ſpeaking ) 
ftritly maintained; and *twas uſual for them to refuſe 

ommunion to Schiſmaticks: So that thoſe who- ſeparated 

rom their own Dioceſan ( and conſequently could not car. 
ry bis Letters to the Biſhop of a Neighbouring Dioceſe ) were 
not admitted to Church Communion , when they traveled 
beyond the Diſtrict of their own Biſhop. By this 'means, 
whoſoever ſeparated from one ſound Brie of the Chriſtian 
Church, was (generally ſpeaking ) eſfectually ſhut out of the 
Commun on of the whole Chriſtian Church; becauſeother Mem- 
bers of the Chriſtian Church would not receive him. This was 
the ordinary Puniſhment of thoſe who were guilty of the Schiſms 


of Sub-ordination; that is, it was the ordinary Puniſhment of 


fuch Inferiors (whether Clergy or Laity) as ſeparated from 


their gun Superior or proper Dioceſan Biſhop. But * 
ves 
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does this affet the eaſe of a Schiſm of Co-ordinati on; that iss 


a Schiſm berween Equals, viz. between two Dioceſans ? 


Now not to cavil with the Dr. for his mincing the 
Matter, and putting in the Words, generally ſpeaking, 
and it was uſual, for that which was univerſal and con- 


ſtant during the three firſt Centuries, the time which 


himſelf has appealed to; I ſhall immediately give a 
direct Anſwer to his Queſtion, How does this affect the 
Schiſam of Co-ordination; that is, a Schiſm between two 
Equals, viz. between two Dioceſans? Even juſt in the 
ſame manner that it affected thoſe who were guilty of 
the Schiſm of Sub-ordination. He that adhered to a 
ſchiſmatical Biſhop, could bring no Communicatory 
Letters that would be received by the Catholick 
Church; for no Catholick Bifhop would receive Com- 
municatory Letters from a Bifhop with whom he did 


not hold Communion: And it appears from thefe 


Communicatory Letters, without which no one could 


be received to Communion out of the Diſtrict where 


he lived, that the Biſhop was not only the principte 


of Unity to his Flock, with reſpect to his own Dio- 
ceſe, but with reſpe& to the Catholick Church alſo; 
ſince other Biſhops received him only by virtue of his 


own Biſhop's Letters, certifying that he was in his 
Communion. Therefore if a Dioceſan was a Schif- 
matick, call his Schiſm by the Name of Co ordinà- 
tion, or what you pleaſe; even his own Flock, if they 


continued in his Communion, were involved in the 


Schiſm; ſince he could no longer be a Principle of 
Unity to them, with reſpe& to the Catholick Church, 
from which he had cut himſelf off; for none that ad- 
hered to him could be received by a Catholick Bi- 
ſhop, ſince they could bring him no Communicatory 


Letters which he might receive: So that of five plan 
Fabi, as the Dr. calls them, which he has produced 


to prove his Hypotheſis to be agrecable to the Senfe 
ot the Ancient Church of the three firſt Centuries ; 
two of them, viz. thoſe of Pope Victor, and Pope 

- C Stephen, 


| 
| 


(18 ) 

Stephen, are nothing at all to the purpoſe: And the 
other three, viz. concerning Marcianus, Biſhop of 
Arles, the two Spaniſh Apoſtates, Baſilides and Martia- 
lis, and the univerſal Practice of the Church in thoſe 
Ages, with regard to the Communicatory Letrers, 
are directly againſt him; and prove, that when a Dio- 
ceſan Biſhop was guilty of Schiſm (even the Schiſm of 
Co-ordination, as the Dr. calls it ) all that adhered-to 
him were involved in the Schiſm; conſe;uently that thoſe 
who had been his Flock were bound to ſeparate from him 
upon his becoming a Schiſmatick, or they alſo muſt put them- 
ſelves out of the Catholick Communion ; ſince ſuch a ſchiſ- 
matical Biſhop could be no longer the Centre of Unity to 
them, with reſpect to the Catholick Church. So that if no 
other Inſtance could be produced, I think the Dr's 
Challenge (who requires but one Inſtance) is ſuffici- 
ently anſwered from theſe three Inſtances out of his 
own Book. However, I have another Inſtance for 
him, which I ſhall produce after I have conſidered 
the Objections he thinks may be made to him out of 
St. Cyprian, and the Anſwers he has given them. 

It may be objetted, ſays he, (p. 24.) that St. Cyprian 
ſays, Plebs obſequens præceptis Domini, & Deum me- 
tuens, a peccatore præpoſito ſeparare ſe debet. Now 
Schiſm is a moſt heinous Sin, and conſequently in St. Cy? 
prian's Judgment, the Flock ought to ſeparate from their 
Biſhop if he become a Schiſmatick. But I would fain ask 
the Non-jurors, whether they will care to 0 that this pro- 
poſition of St. Cyprian's is univerſally true. Now I am 
perſuaded, that as this is applied and limited by St. 
Cyprian to Apoſtaſy and Schiſm, the Non-jurors may, 
and will own 1t to be univerſally true. Let us hear, 
therefore, what St. Cyprian ſays: It is in his Epiſtle 
concerning the caſe of Bafilides and Martialis 7 a 
mentioned. He declares, That it was unlawful for 
their People to Communicate with them as their Bi- 
ſhops, becauſe they had Apoſtatized, and Sacriticed to 
Idols; and likewiſe, that thoſe Biſhops =, 25 
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ſchiſmatically Communicated with them, after this 
Apoſtaſy, being ſharers in their Crime by ſuch Com- 


munion, were alſo to be ſharers in their Puniſhment; 


conſequently it was as unlawful for the Clergy and 
People of thoſe ſchiſmatical Biſhop's Dioceſes to con- 
tinue in the Communion of thoſe Biſhops, as it was 
for the People who lived in the Dioceſes of Baſilides 
and Martialis to continue in their Communion. For 
if thoſe Biſhops, who ſchiſmatically Communicated 
with the two Apoſtates, ſtill retained a Right to 
the Communion and Obedience of their People, then 


did they not ſhare inthe Puniſhment of the Apoſtates? 


In order, therefore, to ſatisfy them that the Opinion 
of himſelf, and his Collegues who joyned with him in 
ſending this Epiſtle was juſt, he ſhews them from the 
Scripture, that Apoſtaſy and Schiſm were Sins whoſe 
Contagion would infe& the People; and ſays, Nec 
ſibi Plebs blandiatur, quaſi immunis eſſe a contagio delicti 
poſſit, cum Sacerdote peccatore communicans , & ad inju- 
ſtum atq; illicitum præpoſiti ſui Epiſc patum conſenſum ſu- 
um commodans, quando per Oſee Prophetam comminetur & 
dicat cenſura divina: Sacrificia eorum tanquam panis luc- 
tis: omnes qui manducant ea, contaminabuntur. Docens 
ſcilicet & oftendens omnes omnino ad peccatum conſtringi, 


qui fuerint profani & injuſti Sacerdotis ſacrificio contami- 


nati. Quod item in numeris manifeſtari invenimus, quan- 
do Chore & Dathan & Abiron contra Aaron Sacerdotem 
facrificandi fibi licentiam vindicaverunt. Illic quoq; per 
Moyſen pracepit Dominus ut ab eis populus ſeparetur, ne 
facinorofis conjunctus eodem facinore & ipſe perſtringatur : 
Separamini, inquit, & tabernaculis hominum iſtorum duriſ- 
ſimorum,  nolite tangere ea qua ad eos pertinent, ne /i= 
mul pereatis in peccato evrum. Propter quod plebs obſe- 
quens præceptis Domini, & Deum metuens, a peccatore 
præpoſito ſeparare ſe debet. Neither let the People flatter 
temſelves, as if they might be free from the C-nta. ion of 
ſuch an Offence , Communicating with a ſinful Prieſt, u 
giving their conſent to the unjuſt and unlawful Epiſcopacy 
2 0 
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Stephen, are nothing at all to the purpoſe: And the 
other three, viz. concerning Marcianus, Biſhop of 
Arles, the two Spaniſh Apoſtates, Bafilides and Martia- 
lis, and the univerſal Practice of the Church in thoſe. 
Ages, with regard to the Communicatory Letters, 
are directly againſt him; and prove, that when a Dio- 
ceſan Biſhop was guilty of Schiſm (even the Schiſm of 
Co-ordination, as the Dr. calls it) al that adhered to 
him were involved in the Schiſm; conſeguently that thoſe 
who had been his Flock were bound to ſeparate from him 
upon his becoming a Schiſmatick, or they alſo muſt put them- 
ſelves out of the Catholick Communion ; ſince ſuch a ſchiſ— 
matical Biſhop could be no longer the Centre of Unity to 
them, with reſpect to the Catholic Church. So that it no 


other Inſtance could be produced, I think the Dr's | 


Challenge (who requires but one Inſtance) is ſuffici- 
ently anſwered from theſe three Inſtances out of his 
own Book. However, I have another Inſtance for 
him, which I ſhall produce after I have conſidered 
the Objections he thinks may be made to him out of 
St. Cyprian, and the Anſwers he has given them. 

It may be ol jected, ſays he, (p. 24.) that St. Cyprian 
ſays, Plebs obſequens præceptis Domini, & Deum me- 
tuens, a peccatore præpoſito ſeparare ſe debet. Now 
Schiſm is a moſt heinous Sin, and conſequently in St. Cy- 
prian's Judgment, the Flock ought to ſeparate from their 
Biſhop if he become a Schiſmatick. But I would fain ask 
the Non-jurors, whether they will care to own that this pro 
Poſition of St. Cyprian's is univerſally true. Now I am 
perſuaded, that as this is applied and limited by St. 
Cyprian to Apoſtaſy and Schiſm, the Non-jurors may, 
and will own it to be univerſally true. Let us hear, 
therefore, what St. Cyprian ſays: It is in his Epiſtle 
concerning the caſe of Bafilides and Martialis 3 
mentioned. He declares, That it was unlawful for 
their People to Communicate with them as their Bi- 
ſhops, becauſe they had Apoſtatized, and Sacrificed to 
Idols; and likewiſe, that thoſe Biſhops x2, 115 
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ſchiſmatically Communicated with them, after this 


Apoſtaſy, being ſharers in their Crime by ſuch Com- 
munion, were alſo to be ſharers in their Puniſhment; 


X conſequently it was as unlawful for the Clergy and 
4 People of thoſe ſchiſmatical Biſhop's Dioceſes to con- 
e tinue in the Communion of thoſe Biſhops, as it was 
IP for the People who lived in the Dioceſes of Baſilides 
- and Martialis to continue in their Communion. For 
ff if thoſe Biſhops, who ſ{chiſmatically Communicated 
70 with the two Apoſtates, ſtill retained a Right to 
ſe the Communion and Obedience of their People, then 
n did they not ſhare in the Puniſhment of the Apoſtates? 
12 In order, therefore, to ſatisfy them that the Opinion 
7 of himſelf, and his Collegues who joyned with him in 
70 ſending this Epiſtle was juſt, he ſhews them from the 
no Scripture, that Apoſtaſy and Schiſm were Sins whoſe 
rs W Contagion would infe& the People; and ſays, Nec 
5 ſibi Plebs blandiatur, quaſi immunis eſſe a contagio delicti 
is 


poſſit, cum Sacerdote peccatore communicans , & ad inju= 
94 ſtum atq; illicitum prapofiti ſui Epiſc patum conſenſum ſu- 
re 


um commodans, quando per Oſee Prophetam comminetur & 


t of dicat cenſura divina: Sacrificia eorum tanquam panis luc- 
| tis: omnes qui manducant ea, contaminabuntur. Docens 
lan ſcilicet & oſtendens omnes omnino ad peccatum conſtringi, 
me- | 


qui fuerint profani & injuſti Sacerdotis ſacrificio contami- 
nati. Quod item in numeris manifeſtari invenimus, quan- 

do Chore & Dathan & Abiron contra Aaron Sacerdotent 
ſacrificandi fibi licentiam vindicaverunt. Illic quoq; per 
Moyſen præcepit Dominus ut ab eis populus ſeparetur, ne 
facinorofis conjunctus eodem facinore ¶ ipſe perſtringatur : 
Separamini, inquit, a tabernaculis hominum iſtorum duriſ- 

ſimorum, & nolite tangere ea qua ad eos pertinent, ne /i- 
mul pereatis in peccato eurum. Propter quod plebs obſe- 

quens praceptis Domini, & Deum metuens, a peccatore 

præpoſito ſeparare fe debet. Neither let the Pevple flatter 
themſelves, as if they might be free from the C:nta,ion of 

ſuch an Offence , Communicating with a ſinful Prieſt, u 
giving their conſent to the unjuſf and unlawful age 
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of their Prelate, when the Divine Cenſure threatens and 
ſpeaks thus by the Prophet Hoſea. ( Chap. ix. 4.) Their 
Sacrifices all be unto them as the Bread of Mourners, all 
that eat thereof ſhall be polluted. Plainly teaching and 
fhewing, that all thoſe are bound with the Chain «of the Sin, 


who are polluted with the Sacrifice of a prophane and un- 


juſt Prieſt; which we alſo find manifeſted in the Book of 


Numbers (Chap. xvi.) when Corah, Dathan and Abiram 


claimed to themſelves the Right of Sacrificing, in oppoſition 
10 Aaron the Prieſt. There alſo the Lord commanded by 
Moſes, that the People ſhould be ſeparated from them, leſt 
being joyned to thoſe wicked Meu in their Wickedneſs, they 
fbould alſo be puniſhed with them. Depart, ſays he (ver. 


26.) from the Tents of theſe wicked Men, and touch no- 


thing of theirs, left ye be conſumed in all their Sins. There- 
fore a People obedient to the Commandments of the Lord, 
aud fearing God, ought to ſeparate themſelves from a fin- 


ful Prelate. That is, from an Apo##ate or a Schiſma- 


tick: For the Inſtance from Hoſea relates to the Sacri- 
Hices of AposZates who had offered to Idols; and the 
Inſtance from Numbers, relates to Schiſmaticks. But 


perhaps the Dr. will ſay, that the & n of Corah was 
the Schiſm of Sub-ordination; Corah being a Levite, 
and the Subject of Aaron. But it is plain St. Cyprian 


and his Collegues, who wrote this Epiſtle, did not 
make that diſtinction, and apply it to the Schiſm of 


Co-ordination; for having afterwards ſpoke of thoſe 
Biſhops who ſtill communicated with Baflides and 


Martialis, and declared, That as they had joyned with 
them ia their Sin, by Communicating with them after they 
had Apostatized (which the Dr. calls the Schi of Co- 
erdinaticn) they alſo ouzht to be juyned with them in the 
Punijn:1ent ; that is, no longer to be eſteemed Biſhops 
of the Catholick Church, with whom their Flocks 


might longer Communicate as their Biſhops; he im- 


mediatcly adds, Provter quod integritatis & fidei veſtræ 
roligioſum ſollicitudinem, fr atres dilectiſſimi, & laudamus 
pariter O provamus ; & quantum poſſumus adhortamus li 
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terit noſtris, ne vos cum profanis & maculatis ſacerdoti- 
bus communicaiione ſacrilega miſceatis, ſed integram oF 


fiuceram fidei veſtræ firmitatem religioſo timore ſervetis, 
Therefore, our dearly beloved Brethren, we praiſe and ap- 
prove the Religious Care you have taken to preſerve your In- 


tegrity and Faith; and, by theſe our Letters, exhort you as 


mich as we are able, that you do not joyn in ſucrilegious 
Communion with thoſe profane and defiled Prieſts ; but that 
with a velieivus Fear you keep the ſoundneſs of your Faith 
whole and unde led. Now theſe Words, which fo im- 
mediately follow the former, where he ſpeaks of thoſe 
B.ſhops whom Dr. Bennet aci:nowledges to have been 
guilty only of the Schiſen if Co-ordination, plainly teach 
us, that the People had ſeparated from their Com- 
munion (though they had not yet been Synodically 
depoſed) and that St. Cyprian, and che African Bi- 
ſhops, approved and commended them for doing ſo, 
and exhorted them to continue in that Practice. 

The next paſlage produced by the Dr. (p. 26.) 
which he thinks may be objected: to him out of St. 
Cyprian, where he lays, Quiſquis ſe conſpirationi & 


factioni ejus ad junxerit, &c. is ſpoken only with regard 


to ſuch as were guilty of the Schiſm of Sub-ordination. 
But unleſs the Dr. could prove that St. Cyprian made 


a diſtinction between the Schiſm of Co-ordination and of 


Sub-ordination, which he has not yet done; neither, 


as I am perſuaded, can do, this paſſage which teach- 


es, that St. Cyprian would not Communicate with one that 
Communicated with a Schiſmatick, muſt be directly a- 


gainſt him; However, if we follow the Dr's Senſe of 


the Matter, and admit his Diſtinction, it will make 


nothing for him. 


But the next paſſage (p. 26.) the Dr. does confeſs 
ſeems to bear hard upon him; and indced I think it more 
than ſeems to do ſo, for it is directly againſt him: For 
St Cyprian here ſays, He therefore that neither preſerves 
the Uni'y of the Spirit, nor the Bond of Peace; aud ſepa- 


 Tates himſelf from the Band of the Church, and from the 


College 
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( 22 ) 
College of Biſhops, cannot have the Power or the Honour 


of a Biſhop ; ſince he would neither keep the Unity or the 
Peace if the Epiſcopate. And what is the Dr's Anſwer 


to this? He ſays &. Cyprian was by no means Infalli- 


ble. We grant it; but has not the Dr. himſelf appeal 
ed to the Practice of the Cyprianick Age in this point, 
and endeavoured to prove that Practice from St. G- 
prian's Works? And when he finds St. Cyprian to be 
againſt him, then he tells us, &. Cyprian 7 not Infalli- 
ble. Is this tair dealing after ſuch an Appeal? However, 
he ſays, I ſhall never be afraid or aſhamed to diſſent from 
St. Cyprian, if I have Scripture and Reaſon, or either of 
them, on my fide, as I am ſure I have in ihis very Inſtance. 
But if the Dr. has Scripture and Reaſon of his ſide, in 
this very Inſtance, he would have done well to have 
produced them; for I have not found either of them 


in his Book, with regard to this Inſtance. But far- 


ther, ſays the Dr. (p. 27) th. Truth on't is, St. Cy- 
prian 2s in this paſſage inconſiſtent with himſelf, if he be 


inconſiſtent with me. The Dr. might well have ſaid 


this, if he had before proved St. Cyprian to have been 
of his {ide in other Parts of his Works; but ſince; as I 
have ſhewed, not only St. Cyprian, but the whole 
Church in St. Cyprrar's time, acted and taught direct- 
ly contrary to this new diſtinction of Co- ordinate and 
Sub- ordinate Schiſm, and has directed us not to 


Communicate with ſchiſmatical Dioceſans, as well as 


ſchiſmatical Subjects. St. Qyrian is in this paſſage 


very conſiſtent with himſelf, and no more inconſiſtent 


with Dr. Bennet in this place, than in all other Parts 
of his Works, where he handles this Subject. 

Having therefore now done with the Dr's Inſtances, 
and given a ſufficient Reply to the Anſwers he makes 


to the Objections he thinks may be made againſt him, 
with relation to the Practice of the Ancients; I ſhall 


now, in anſwer to his Challenge (p. 17.) produce one 
ſingle Fact more againſt his new Hypotheſis: Which 
joyned with the Facts and Paſſages produced (he 
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miſrepreſented) by himſelf, will fully convince any 
unprejudiced Perſon, that the Ancients did think the 
Schiſm of Co-ordination vacated a Biſhoprick; and 
conſequently obliged the People of that Dioceſe to 
withdraw themſelves from the Communion of ſuch a 
Dioceſan, and not to own him any longer for their 
Biſhop. | | 
The Inſtance I ſhall now produce is that which con- 
cerns the Conſecration of Novatian to the Biſhoprick 
of Rome at the time when it was filled by Cornelius 
the true and rightful Biſhop. The Story is related 
by Euſebius (lib. G. cap.43.) and I am ſatisfied the 
Doctor is well acquainted with it, however he came 
not to think of it, at leaſt not to take any notice of it 
upon this Occaſion. The Caſe in ſhort was this, 
Cornelius having been fairly elected and conſecrated 
Biſhop of Rome, one of his own Presbyters named 
Novatian had a great Deſire to heave him out of his 
Chair and get himſelf into it. In order hereunto 
| having made a good Party in the Roman Church, 
and as we have reaſon to believe gained the Emperor 
allo to ſupport him (tor ſoon after this we learn from 
| St. Cyprian (Epiſt. 60.) Cornelius was baniſhed by the 
Emperor and Novatian left in Poſſeſſion) he got three 
Italian Biſhops to conſecrate him. Now this is exact- 
ly parallel to the Point which Dr. Bennet controverts 
with the Non-Jurors; Which makes me therefore 
| wonder how he came to overlook it. For here was 
Dr. Sancroft in the legal Poſſeſſion of the See of Can- 
terbury, Dr. Tillo:ſon one of Archbiſhop Sancroft's own 
Presbyters having made a Party with the People and 
being ſupported and nominated by the then Rulers of 
the State, he got three or four Biſhops, of which 
Dr. Compton Biſhop of London was the Principal to con- 
ſecrate him to that Archbiſhoprick, and Dr. Sancroft 
was ejected, and Dr. Tillotſon put into Poſſeſſion by the 
State. This Dr. Bennet grants made Dr. Compton 
gullty of the Schiſm of Co-0rdina:ion, but denies that p 
racate 
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vacated his Biſhoprick or in any wiſe obliged his 
Subjects not to continue longer in Communion with 

him as their Biſhop, and challenges the Non-Jurors 
to produce one lingle Fa& in the ancient Church to 
rove that it did. Now I conceive this Fact proves 
it; for as ſoon as theſe three Biſhops had conſecrated 
Novatian (and they were as much Co-ordinate to 
Cornelius, as Dr. Compton and his Aſſiſtants were to 
Archbiſhop Sazcrof:) their Sees were looked upon as 
vacant, conſequently their People could no longer 
Communicate with them as their Biſhops, and three 
Biſhops were Conlecrated by Cornelius to ſupply their 
Places: And when one of thoſe Biſhops, who had 
juſt in the ſame manner with Dr. Compton and his Af- 
ſiſtants, been guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination, as 
Dr. Bennet calls it, came in crying and confeſſing his 
Fault, he was admitted only to Lay-communion, and 
not ſuffered to execute his Office any more as a Bi- 
1 ſhop. | 
From theſe Premiſſes we may therefore draw up a 
Concluſion directly contrary to that of Dr. Bennet 
(p. 28.) and ſay, that it is evident that the Fathers of 
the three firſt Centuries had the ſame Notions with 
the Non-jurors: And did hold and maintain, that 
thoſe Biſhops which ſet up and Conſecrated an In- 
truder, as Dr. Compton and his Aſſiſtants ſet up and 
Conſecrated Dr. Tillotſon, did thereby make their own 
Sees vacant ; and their Flocks were immediately o- 
bliged to withdraw their Obedience from them when 
they became Schiſmatick, by ſetting up ſuch an Intru- 
der; as is evident from the Caſe of theſe three [atian 
Biſhops which Conſecrated Novatian. Alſo, that all 
thoſe Biſhops who acknowledged the ſchiſmarical 
Intruder, and joyned in Communion with him as 4 
Catholick Biſhop, became alſo Schiſmaticks ; as we 
have ſeen in the Caſe of Marcian of Arles, and thoſe 
Spaniſh Biſhops who Communicated with Bafilidesand 
Martialis after their Apoſtaſy. And conſequently, ac- 
cording 


Vacant, as I have proved they were upon the Princt- 


cording to the Principles of the Ancient Church (and 
admitting what Dr. Bennet has granted) Dr. Compton 
did not continue rightful Biſhop of London to the Day 

of his Death; but from the very time that he and his 
Aſſiſtants Conſecrated Dr. Tillotſon to the See of Can- 
terbury, their Biſhopricks were immediately vacated 
by that Act, and the People were obliged no longer 

to maintain Communion with Dr. Compton as Biſhop 
of London; or with any of his Aſſiſtants, as Biſhops of 
the reſpective Dioceſes they before rightly poſſeſſed: 
And all the other Biſhops of England, who joyned in 
Communion with Dr. Tillotſon, acknowledging him to 
be Archbiſhop of Canterbury; which it is manifeſt all the 
Biſhops of England did, except thoſe who were ejec- 


ted, became Schiſmaticks thereby as much as Mar- 


cian of Arles, and the Spaniſh Biſhops were. Conſequent- 
ly, as St. pres and the African Biſhops, praiſed and 
approved of the People of Spain's withdrawing from 
the Communion of thoſe Biſhops, and exhorted them 
to perſevere in that ſubſtraction of their Obedience to 
them; ſo they would have done the ſame here, and 
would have told the People of England, that they 
onght to withdraw from the Communion of all thoſe 


| Biſhops who had joyned themſelves to a ſchiſmatical 
Intruder. This is, and muſt be the Caſe, if we allow 
the Non-jurors what Dr. Bennet has granted them. 


As to the Objection which ſome of the Non-jurors 
have made from the Second Canon which Dr. Bennet 
takes notice of (p. 28, c.) Y ſuppoſe the Dr. in the 
right; yet ſince this is not the Principle on which the 
Non-jurors pretend to found the Schiſm wherewith 
they charge their Adverſaries, but only an Argument 
by the Bye; and foraſmuch as the Merits of the Cauſe 
reſts on the former Argument, wherein I think J have 
ſhewn the Dr. to be miſtaken, he will get nothing by 


What he has ſaid on the ſecond Canon. For if they 


all became Schiſmatical, and their Sees were thereby 
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les of the Antient Church: The Non: jurors, who 
ave entertained a Notion, that the Ancient LY 
of the three firſt Centuries was the pureſt, the mo 
Catholick and Orthodox that ever Church was, will 
not become Converts to the Dr. whether their Ad- 
verſaries ſtood Excommunicated by the ſecond Canon 
or not; or whether they ſtand ſo now or not. 
Another Objection made by the Non-jurors, which 
Dr. Bennet pretends, to anſwer (p. 42, c.) concerns 
the Immorality of the Publick Offices : But all the Dr. 
has ſaid on this Topick, has been often confuted by 
the Non: jurors in their publick Writings , and is ſo 
fully anſwered in the Extract of the Poſthumous Piece 
written by Dr. Hikes, and lately publiſhed in the Cou- 
rant, that I believe Dr. Bennet will never be able to 
reply to it without revoking his Conceſſions. | 

; The laſt point the Dr. treats of, (p. 57, Cc.) is to 

| ſhew, That Nou jurors are, and muſt be now Sch ſinati- 
cal, becauſe thoy haue no Dioceſan Biſhops ; and therefo:e 
thoſe Biſhops, who are now poſſeſſed of the Dioceſes En- thi 
gland, are the only true and rightful Biſhops, there being to 
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220 other to claim againſt them. But then all this is ſaid, ce 
only upon ſuppoſition, that he has before demonſtrated, 4 
that the Schiſm of Co-ordination did not vacat the Sees of wa 


thoſe Biſhops who complied with the Revolution, and with 
the (ſuppoſed) ſchiſmatical Intruders. But if the Dr. has 
been ſo far from demonſtrating this, that admittin 
his Conceſſions, the contrary may be demonſtrareg 
againſt him, as J think I have ſhewed it may; then 
the Dr. himſelf does not pretend that the Non: jurors 
are Schiſmatical, though they do not Communicate 
with Biſhop Robinſon and his Collegues: For if Dr. 
Compton, land thoſe who Communicated with him, 
were ſuch ſchiſmatical Biſhops as the People of their 
reſpective Dioceſes could not Communicate with 
without contracting the guilt of Schiſm; according 
to juſt Inferences drawn from the Dr's Conceſſions, 
and is manifeſt from the Principles of the Ancient 
— 
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Church of the three firſt Centuries, to which the Dr. 
has appealed: Then, if we admit thoſe Conceſſions 
and Principles, the Biſhops which they ſucceſſively 
attempted to Conſecrate to the reſpective Dioceſes in 
that Communion, muſt be Schiſmatical alſo; conſe- 
quently the Dioceſes, with reſpect to ſuch new Bi- 
Mops, muſt {till continue vacated as they were, only 
attempted to be filfd by Dr. Compton, and thoſe other 
Biſhops who firſt made the Schiſm by Communicatin 
with ſchiſmatical Intruders. For inaſmuch as ſchiſ- 
matical Biſhops, whoſe own Sees were vacated -4 
their Schiſm , could not fill their vacated Sees wil 
rightful Catholick Biſhops, the Sees ſo pretendedly 
filled by them muſt continue vacant ſtill. Thus the 
Novatians and Donatiſts, in the Ancient Church, at- 
tempted to Conſecrate Biſhops to ſeveral Dioceſes; 
85 the Catholick Church always looked upon thoſe 

ioceſes as vacant if there was no Catholick Biſno) 
there, and only a Novatiam or a Donatiſt in the ſole 
Poſſeſſion of it: They never thought the want of ano- 
ther Claimant gave ſuch a ſchiſmatical Biſhop a Right 
to Wn ſpiritual Obedience of the People of that Dio- 
CC1C. | ws to 
It may be ſaid, if this be the Caſe, the People muſt 
want a Principle or Centre of Unity for their Dioceſe. Ve- 
ry true; and ſo they muſt upon any vacancy whatſo- 
ever, whether by Death of the Biſhop, or his Reſig- 


nation, or Tranſlation ; and ſuch vacancies have ſome- 


times continued many years together; as the Biſhop- 
rick of Ely, for Inſtance, in Queen Elizabeth's Reign, 
continued vacant for twenty Years together; and in 
the Antienr Church ſuch vacancies have alſs continued 
a conſiderable time. Thus, after the Death of Fabian, 
the Roman See continued vacant above ſixteen Months 
before Cornelius was Conſecrated to ſucceed him. 
Bur in theſe Caſes of vacancy, and in all vacancies 
whatſoever, the College of Catholick Biſhops are the 


P rinciple or Centre of Unity to ſuch a Dioceſe, and 
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the neighbouring Biſhops are to take care to ſee that 
the Presbyters and People continue in the Catholick 
Communion, and to perform ſuch Epiſcopal Acts as 
they may have.occaſion for, ſuch as their Presbyters 
cannot do: And as the Church was from the begin- 
ning (for we find no time when it was not fo) divi- 
ded into Provinces, or ſeveral Colleges of Biſhops 
(one of which was called the Chief or Prime Biſhop 
during the three firſt Centuries, as we learn from the 
Apoſtolical Canons (Can. 35.) and ſince has been 
known by the Name of Archbiſhop or Metropolitan) 
fo this Provincial College was the Centre of Unity to 
every vacant Dioceſe, both with regard to the Dio- C 
ceſe it ſelf, and to the Catholick Church; the Chief ye 
or Prime Biſhop, ſince called the Metropolitan or th 
Archbiſhop, as the Head of this Epiſcopal College, In 
took care to ſee that Epiſcopal Acts were regularly per- of 
formed in ſuch a vacant Biſhoprick, either by himſelf or St. 
ſome of his Collegues, that ſo the People might not MW th 
be deſtitute of Epiſcopal Care, and Miniſtrations, du- 76 
ring a vacancy. The Biſhop who was thus appoint- IW /!: 
ed to take care of the vacant Dioceſe; was called by Pr 
the Greeks nerd, the Srjourner; and peciryc, the tro 
Interceſſor, (Can. 77. Concil. Carthag. ) and by the La- no 
zines he was called Interventor; becauſe he came in to int 
take care of the Biſhoprick between the preceding the 
Biſhop and the ſucceflor. And though we do not vir 
find any Account of this Iaterventor, in the Fathers of 
the three firſt Centuries; yet we may be ſatisfied that 
it was the Practice of the Church, in thoſe Ages, as 
welt as afterwards; becauſe the Donatiſts, who made 
their ſeparation from the Church, at the very begin- 
ning of the fourth Century had this Practice among 
them as well as the Catholicks: For in the firſt Days 
Conference at Carthage (Cap. 126.) when the Names 
pf the ſeveral Biſhops, of both Parties, were called 
over, Felix, Biſbop of Viſitum, having anſwered * his 
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Name, ſaid, I have no oppoſite Biſhop in my Dioceſe. To 
which Victor, the Donati? Biſhop of Tabor, replied, 
Proxime receſſit. Ego ibi intervenio. He is lately de- 
puarted. I am the Interventor there. This therefore be- 
ing a Uſage practiſed both by the Catholicks and Do- 
natiſts, muſt have been the Cuſtom of the Church be- 
fore that Schiſm was form'd ; for after the Schiſm was 
form'd, the Catholicks would never have taken it from 
the Donatiſts, nor the Donatiſts from them: Conſe- 
quently ſince that Schiſm began with the fourth Cen- 
tury, this muſt have been the Cuſtom of the former 
Ages. It is true, Balſamon and Zonaras, the Greek 
| Canoniſts, ſpeak of this as not uſed in their Days, 
yet both allow it to have been the ancient Practice of 
the Church. And De Marca (de concord. Sacerdot. & 
Imper. lib. 6. cap. 3. 5. 4.) ſpeaks of it as the Cuſtom 
of the ancient Gallican Church; and obſerves, that 
St. Gregory called them Viſitors. That Pope ſpeaks of 
them in ſeveral of his Epiſtles (Lib. 1. Ep. 15, 31, 75, 
76.) and ſhews-that they always appointed ſuch V7. 
fitors to take care of yacant Biſhopricks in the Roman 
Provinces. De Marca alſo acquaints us, that the Me- 
tropolitan appointed this Interceſſor, or Viſitor. I will 
not ſay, that ſuch an Interceſſor, or Viſitor, was put 
into all Biſhopricks as ſoon as they were vacant; for 
the Metropolitan, and Epiſcopal College of the Pro- 
vince, might uſe their diſcretion in that point. If 
they had opportunity to fill up the vacancy immedi- 
ately, as within a Month or two, there was then no 
occaſion for ſuch an Inter ventor; and that is the rea- 
fan Balſamon gives why they had none in the Greek 
Church in his Days, becauſe they always took care 
not to let their Biſhopricks lie any time vacant. Theſe 
were afterwards called Commendams; for as Biſhop Hil- 
lingflzet obſerves (Eccleſiaſt. Caſes. Vol. 2. p. 452.) 4 Com- 
mendam ws, originally, nothing but the guardianſhip of 
a Church during the vacancy ; and was only for the Pro- 
fit and Convenience of the Church , without regard to the 
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Benefit of the Perſon. And therefore tho our Kings, 
fince the Reformation , have granted Commendams of 
Biſhopricks, for the Benefit of the Perſon to whom 
they were granted; that is, they have given him the 
Profits or Temporalties of the Biſnoprick, which du- 
Ting the vacancy, are, by Law of the State, lodg- 
ed in the Crown; yet even in ſuch Caſe the Spiritu- 
altics, or Care of the vacant Dioceſe, continues in 
the Archbiſhop, to whom they devolve upon a va- 
cancy, and he may appoint another Biſhop to take 
care of the Flock. Thus tho' Cheny, Biſhop of Glou- 
ceſter, was made Commendatory of the Dioceſe of Bri- 
Hol, by Queen Elizabeth, and ſo enjoyed the Tem- 
poralties of that Biſhoprick; yet as Strype tells us 
(Life of A. B. Parker, p. 317.) Archbiſhop 4 
committed the care of the Dioceſe to Biſhop Jewel: 
So that altho' we have not the ancient Name of [:ter- 
wentors, or Interceſſors, amongſt us at this time, yet 
we have the Thing ſtill. And as the Temporalties of 
every vacant Biſhoprick do, according to the Laws, 
dievxolve upon the Crown, ſo the Spiritualties devolve 
to the Archbiſhop! and he, either by himſelf or his 
Commiſſary, takes care of them till the See is filled. 
And the Non- jurors tell us, that when the See of 
London, and the other Epiſcopal Sees, were vacated 


— 


by the Schiſm; Archbiſhop Sancroft, as Guardian of 


|  S$piritualties, made Dr. Lloyd, Biſhop of Norwich, his 


Commiſſary, whom he appointed to take the care of 
all the Sees which the Schiſm had vacated, and par- 
ticularly of the See of London; and accordingly Biſhop 
Lloyd ſettled himſelf in London for that purpoſe. , 


Now that Archbiſhop and his Collegues had ſuffi- 


cient Reaſon why they did not fill the vacant Sees 
with new Biſhops, as the Non-jurors ſay. Firſt, be- 
cauſe the Defection and Schiſm was ſo general, both 
25 to the Clergy and the People, that one Biſhop might 
eaſily take the Care and Charge of all thoſe who were 
not fallen off from the true Communion ; their Now 

er 
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of ber being fo few, that all together they would not 
m equal the Number of Souls that are in the ſmalleſt 
the WW Dioceſe of England. There could not therefore be 
any occaſion to Conſecrate twenty new Biſhops, to 


ig: take care of ſuch a Flock „as the fix that were eject- 


tur ed from their Biſhopricks, were more than cnow to 
m Il rake care of. Another Reaſon was, becauſe they would 
V4- not make the Schiſm more difficult to be healed ; for 


it was ordained, by the Eighth Canon of the Coun- 
cil of Nice, That as to thoſe who call themſl ves Puritans 
(and the Church has ever ſince, in the ſame manner, 
-M- acted with regard to other Hereticks or Schiſmaticks) 


if, 4 the Holy Synod decrees , That they who are Ordained ſbal 
Ver - continue in the Clergy; and when none but they are found 
Fer” Wl to be Ordained in any City or Village, they ſhall remain in 
yet Wl te fame Order; but if any come over where there is a Bi- 
s of ſhop or Prieſt of the Catholic Church, *tis clear that the 
WS, WH Bijbop of the Church ought to retain his Dignity ; and he 
olve ¶ that had been named Biſbop by the Puritans, ſhall have the 
his Honour of a Prieſt, unleſs the Biſhop ſhall think fit to im- 
led. part to him the nominal Honour of a Biſhop : Otherwiſe he 
e of ſhall provide for him the Place of a Chorepiſcopus or Prieſt, 
ated I 2hat fo there may not be two Biſhops in one City. There 
n of | fore if Archbiſhop Sancroft, and his Collegues , had 
his Conſecrated another Biſhop to the See of London, or 
e of ¶ any of the other Sees vacated by Schiſm; the Schiſm 
par- I could not have been healed without reducing Dr. Comp- 


Sees cauſe Men who had been ſo long poſſeſſed of Dioceſes, 


be. WW and who had already made a Schiſm, rather than they 
both would loſe the Revenues annexed to them, would. 


ught WW hardly be perſuaded to heal the Schiſm by parting 
with them. And yet, according to this Canon, and 

um- the conſtant Practice of the Church, agreeable there- 
ber I to, the Schiſm could not have been healed — 

| : | dhe 


/ 


| if they come over to the Catholick and Apoſtolick Church, 


ton and his Collegnes to the Rank of Prieſts, or elſe to 
that of a Chorepiſcopus, or Suffragan Biſhop. Which muſt 
needs make the Schiſm more difficult to be healed, be- 


( 32 ) 

their quitting the ſeveral Sees, if Catholick Biſhops 
had been Ordained to them after they were vacated by 

the Schiſm. Either of theſe Reaſons conſidered ſepa- 

rately (much more both together) is ſufficient to ju- 

{tify the Non-jurors for not Conſecrating Dioceſan 

Biſhops, to fill theſe particular vacant Sees. And for 

the ſame Reaſons, when they found the Schiſm was 

like to continue longer than their own Lives, that they ) 

might not leave their little Flock deſtitute of Catho- 
lick Biſhops to Ordain Presbyters, and confirm thoſe | 

that were Baptized, and take the Epiſcopal Care of 

thoſe that had continued in their Communion, or C 

ſhould be added to it; they Ordained others to the t 

v 

C 

( 


Epiſcopal Office with ſuch Titles, as that whenever 
a fair opportunity ſhould be offered for healing the 
Schiſm, the ſchiſmatical Biſhops need not fear the 
loſs of the Biſhopricks, locally poſſeſſed by them, up- 
on a return to the Union of the Church; ſince upon 
ſuch their return, the Catholick Biſhops of the Na- 
tional Church would not inſiſt upon the ejectment of 
ſuch reconciled Biſhops. 
Dr. Bennet ſays (p. 57.) That there is no doubt but 4 
Suffragan Biſhop can diſcharge the Epiſcopal Function as 
_ validly as if he were a Principal, and filled a See For 
Inſtance, a Suffragan of Thetford can Conſecrate a Bi- 
ſhop, Ordain a Prieſt, &c. as validly as a Biſhop of Nor- 
wich. Tis plain from hence, that the Dr. owns that 
it is the Order and Character, not the Title, that can 
empower any one to diſcharge the Epiſcopal Function. 
A Dioceſan, then, has no more to do in another Dio- 
ceſs, than a Suffragan Biſhop, who has the ſame E- 
EAR Character with all other Biſhops, as ſuch: 
et in a vacancy, the Archbiſhop, as the Head of 
the Epiſcopal College of the Province, and Guardian 
of the Spiritualties of all vacant Sees, may appoint 
any Dioceſan, or Suffragan Catholick Biſhop, to dil- 
charge the Epiſcopal Function in vacant Dioceſes; 
and ſo Archbiſhop Saucroft appointed Biſhop 10 
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(as the Non-jurors ſay) to diſcharge Epiſcopal Func- 


tions for the See of London, and all the other Dioceſes 
| vacated by the Schiſm. Thus whilſt this Archbiſhop 


lived, theſe vacated Sees were taken care of in the 
ſame regular Method that other vacant Sees were 
wont to be ſupplied, which became vacant upon 
the Death or Ceſſion of the rightful Biſhop : But 
when he died, and it was not convenient, for the 


Reaſons aforeſaid, to fill his Archbiſhoprick with a 


Particular Catholick Succeſſor; then Biſhop Lloyd took 
upon him, with the reſt of his Collegues, the care 
of all the vacant Sees by another Right; and that is, 
the Right which every Catholick Biſhop has over the 
whole Church, which I ſhall chooſe to give an Ac- 
count of in the Words of the learned Mr. Bingham 
(Antiq. of Chriſtian Church, Vol. 1. Chap. 5.) & We 
* have hitherto (ſays he) conſidered 'the Office and 
* Power of Biſhops, over the Clergy and People of 
their own particular Churches: But there is yet a 
** Moe eminent Branch of their Paſtoral Office 


and Care behind; which is, their Superintendency 


** over the whole Catholick Church , in which every 

* Biſhop was ſuppoſed to have an equal Share: Not 
as to what concerned external Polity and Govern- 
ment, but the Prime Eſſential Part of Religion, the 
*© Preſervation of the Chriſtian Faith, Whenever the 


Faith was in Danger of being ſubverted by Here- 
© ſy, or deſtroyed by Perſecution,” (both which the 


Non-jurors ſay is their preſent Caſe, and muſt be, if 
Dr. Bennet's Conceſſions are granted as Truths) 
then every Biſhop thought it his Duty and Office 
to put to his helping Hand, and Labour as much 
for any other Dioceſe as his own. Dioceſes were 
7 but limits of Convenience, for the Preſervation of 
Order in times of Peace: But the Faith was a more 
« miverlal thing; and when” War was made upon 
« at, then the whole Wold was but one Flock, 
- and every Paſtor Fought, himſelf obliged to rey 
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Paſtor, and Biſhop of the whole World, as haring 
a common Care and Concern for the whole Chiitch 


N S 


atcly 


Gprian That he preſided not only over the Church 
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© which he repeats in many places of his Writings. Nor 
vas this Prerogative ſo peculiar to the Apoſtles, but 
et that every Bf! op (in lome meaſure) had a Right 
de and Title to ſame Character. Hence came 
that A Notion, ſo frequent to be met with 
in Cyprian, of but one Biſhoprick in the Church; 
_ © whexein every ſingle Biſhop had his Share in ſuch 

« 4 manner, as to have an e ug} Concern in the whoſe: 


We Epiſcopatus unus eft, cujus a fingulis in folidpm p ars 


* 


A 


C 


* 


> 


i cc tenetur. There is but one B. oprick in the Church, 

g « and every Biſhop has an undivided Portion in It: 

* He does not fay it was a Monarchy in the Hands 

be ol any fingle Bifhop ; but a diffiſive Power that ay 
* +3 whole College of Bifho ops, every one of which 


« had a Title to Reck the whole Church of God, and 
& drive. away Hereſy out of any part of it. InhisScnſe 
the Biſhop of Eugubiupt's Power extended as far as 
* the Biſhop of Rome's: The Biſhop of Rhegium was 
* as much Bine of the whole Church, as Confſtanti- 
* nople; and = Af equal bd r e For in St. 
Jerom s Language t re all Fr ar Meriti, and 
ejuſdem Sacer dotij; o Peg ame Merit, and equal 
© in their Prieſthood, which was but one. In' things 
* that did not appertain to the Faith, they were not 
to meddle with other Men's Dioce es, but only ce to 
* mind the Bulinefs of their own: Bit when the 
„ Faith, o2TUelfare of th Je Ch we lay at Stake, 
„and Jeliglon was matt aded; then by 
this Rule of there being bur 8255 Epiſcopacy, every 
* other Biſhoprick was as much their Diocele as their 
own; And no Human Laws o Canons could 
ye A their pans from perfozming tuch As 
al Dftce in art of the 


* Wo D, as thought neceffary koꝛ the Pꝛe⸗ 
f curd, 109 thought For ele 


ſtanding the Church's Practice in this point, I mall 
' luſtrate jt in two or three particular Inſtances. It 
was a Rule i in the Primitive Church, that no Biſhop 
5 E 2 ( ſhould 
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required it; and That gave them Authority in ſuci 


| 1307} He 
ſhould Ordain. in another's Dioceſe without his 
leave; and tho' this was à ſort of Confinement of 
the Epiſcopal Power to a ſingle Dioceſe, yct for 
Order ſake it was generally obſerved : But then it 
might happen, that in ſome Caſes there might be 
a Neceſſity to do otherwiſe; as in Caſe the Biſhop 
of any Dioceſe was turned Heretick, and would 
Ordain nore but Heretical Clergy, and perſecute 
and drive away the Orthodox: In that Caſe, any 
Catholick Biſhop, as being a Biſhop of the univer- 
ſat Church, was authorized to Ordain Orthodox 
Men in ſuch a Dioceſe, tho' contrary to the com- 
mon Rule; becauſe this was evidently for the Pre- 
ſervation of the Faith, which is the Supreme Rule 
of all; and therefore that other Rule muſt give way 


to this ſuperior Obligation. Upon this Account, 
when the Church was in Danger of being over-run 


with Arianiſm; the Great Athanaſius, as he returned 


from his Exile, made no ſcruple to Ordain in ſeveral 


Cities as he went along, tho' they were not in his 
own Dioceſe. And the Famous Euſebius of Samo- 
ſata, did the like in the Times of the Arian Perſe- 
cution under Valens. Theodoret ſays he went about 
all Syria, Phenice, and Paleſtine, in a Soldier's Ha- 
bit; Ordaining Presbyters and Deacons, and ſet- 
ting in order whatever he found wanting in the 
Churches. He Ordained Biſhops alſo in Syria and 
Cilicia, and other Places, whoſe Names Theodore 
has recorded. Now all this was contrary to the 
common Rules, but the Neceſſities of the Church 


a Caſe, to exert their Power, and act as Biſhops 0! 
the whole Catholick Church. Epiphanius madeuk 

of the like Power and Privilege in a like Caſe; or 
daining Paulinianus, St. Jerom's Brother, firſt a Dea 

con, and then Presbyter, in a Monaſtery out of hi 

own Dioceſe in Paleſtine; againſt which, whe! 

ſome of his Adverſaries objected, that it was done 
* contraſ 
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« quired, without a Diſpenſatio 
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cc contrary to Canon: He vindicated his Practice up- 


on the ſtrength of this Principle; that in Caſes of 
« preſſing Neceſſity, ſuch as this Was, where the In- 
cc tereſt of God was to be ſerved, every Biſhop had 


« Power to act in any Part of the Church. For tho 
cc all Biſhops had their particular Churches to Offi- 
« ciate in, and were not ordinarily to exceed their 
% Bounds, yet the Love of Chriſt was a Rule above 
all: And therefore Men were not barely to conſider the 
« thing that was done, but the Circumflances of the Action; 
& the Time, the Manner, the Perſons for whoſe Sake, and 
« the End for which it was done. Thus Epiphanius A- 


hs pologizes for the Exerciſe of his Epiſcopal Power in 


c 


A 


© the Dioceſe of another Man. Now from all this it 
* appears, that Euery Blſhap was as much an Univer- 
« ſal Biſhop as the Biſhop of Rome himſelf; there being 


ng Aas of the Epiſcopal Office which they could not 


« perform in diy Pact of the WILuD, when need re- 
, as well as he. Thus 


far-this learned Gentleman. 
Now it was by virtue of this moze eminent 


Branch of the Paſtozal Dffice and Care, this 


Superintendench over the whole Church, which 
was common to all thoſe who had the Dffice of 
Biſhop ; that after the Death of Archbiſbop Sancroft, 


Dr. Lloyd, Biſhop of Nor wich, took upon him to per- 


form all A&s belonging to the Epiſcopal Office in the 
Dioceſe of London, and all other Sees vacated by the 
Schiſm. For according to the Principles of the Non- 


Jurors, which Dr. Bennet has granted, the Faith and 


CUelfare of the Church lay at Stake, and Relt- 
gion was manifeſtly invaded; and therefore by Mr. 


Bingham's Rule, which he has proved to be the Rule 


of the ancient Catholick Church, every other Biſhoprick 
was as much his Dioceſe as his own; and no Human Laws 
or Canons could tye up his, or any other of the ejected Bi- 
ſhops Hands, from performing ſuch 4s of the Epiſcopal 


_ Office, in any Part of this Realm, as they thought neceſſary 


or 
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for the Preſervation of Religion. And when Biſhop Lloyd 
died, Dr. Hickes, tho' but Suffragan Biſhop, had 0 
ſame Right to the ſame Superintendency: For Dr. 
Beunet allows, that he could diſcharge the Epiſcopal Fun- 
ction as validly as if he were a Principal, and filled a See. 
And therefore, as he was veſted with the Epiſcopal 
Character and Order, he muſt have that more eminent 
Brauch of the Paſtoral Office and Care, the Superintenden- 
cy over the whole Church, which was common to all thoſe 
who had the Office of a Biſhop. And, by virtue of that 
Character, might take the Care and Charge of a 
Chutch ; where all the Biſhops may, as I have fhew- 


ed, be proved to be ſuch Schiſmaticks as are not to 


be Communicated with; if Dr. Bennet's Conceſſions 
be granted. Conſequently this is a Caſe wherein, as Mr. 


Bingham ſays, Men are not barely to conſider the thing that 


was done, but the Circumſtances of the Action, the Time, the 
Manner, the Perſons for whoſe Saks, and the End for 
which it was dbne. And therefore if the Non-jurors 
have yet a Suffragan Biſhop amongſt them, or any one 
duly Conſecrated by Dr. Llozd, or any of his Col- 
legues that were ejected with him, or by Dr. Hitkes 
(whom Dr. Bennet allows to have been capacitated 


to Confecrate a Biſhop; ) or if they have any Scotch, 


or 1:i Biſhop amongſt them, not tinctured with the 


Contagion of Schiſm, they are as true à Catholick 


Church (for any thing Dr. Bennet has prov'd to the 
contrary) as the Churches of Syria, Phenicia, and Pa- 
leſtine were, whilſt they were under the Superinten- 
dency of Euſebius of Samoſata; whoſe Dioceſe was 
remote from thoſe Countries, and therefore was no 
Dioceſan Biſhop there. Or if they have only Presby- 


ters amongſt them, they cannot be called ſchiſmatical 


for pot Communicating with a Church which cer- 
tainly is Schiſmatical, if we argue upon Dr. Bennet”s 
Conceſſious: For it is no Schiſm, but a Duty to avoid 
Communion with Schiſmaticks. It is true, a Succel- 


ſion of Paſtors cannot be kept up in a Communion 


5 headed 
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r Dr. headed only by Presbyters; But if there be a Catho- 
Fun- ick Biſhop, within their Knowledge, in any Part of 
the World, they may have the Succeſſion of Presby- 
opal Ntets continued by him; becauſe (as Mr. Bingham has 
nen, proved) that Brſhop in ſuch a Caſe would be an uni- 
verſal Biſhop, and might not only Head them himſelf 


thoſe if it were expedient, but place a Biſhop or Biſhops 
that over them; as Euſebius of Samoſata did over the 
of a Churches of Syria, Cilicia, Phænicia and Paleſtine. 
iew- I {ball only obferve to you farther, that Biſhop Si- 
t to lingfleet, who was as well acquainted with the An- 
ions cients, as I dare ſay Dr. Bennet, or any now living 


Mr. wil pretend to be, was ſo far from coming into Dr. 


municate with their Biſhop, when he is in Commu- 


12 nion with ſchiſmatical Biſhops, that he declares the 
ors direct contrary : For in a little Pamphlet of his (ſince 


publiſhed among his Works) Entitled, A Vindication: 
AF their Majeſties Authority to fill the Sees of the deprived 
Biſhops in a Letter ont of the Countrey. Occaſfioned by Dr. 


ted | Beveridge's refuſal of the Biſhoprick of Bath and Wells, 
ch, pag. 15.) he ſays expreſly, © If the deprived Biſhop be 
the e only lauful Biſhop (and it is one of Dr. Bennets 
ick Conceſſions that he was fo) then the People and Cler- 
he ) of his Dioceſe are bound to own him and no other; 
. 8 all Biſhops, who own the Authority of a nw. 
n- . 4rihbbiſbop, and live in Communion with him, Ate 
as , Schilmatitks ; and the Clergy who live in 
no |}. Cominunivtt of Schilmatical Biſhops , are 
* ' Schttmafteks themſelves : Aud the whole Church 
„ % England, nw Eftblibed by Law, i Schifmatical, 
* and Dr. Beveridge himſelf a Schiſmatick if he Commu- 
58 * nicate with it. And thus we hade no Church, or ouly a 
d . Fifmatical Church; and all that Dr. Bevetidge has 
12 * got by refing a Biſhoprick, is to prove himſelf a Schi 
n * matick. This very teartied Man plainly ſaw, that 
d if Archbiſhop Sancroft, and his Collegues, were un- 


Jultly and invalidly Deprived, the whole Church of 
OI England, 


Bennet's Notion of the Flock's being obliged to Com 
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| Hypotheſis, Which will by no means bear the Teſt: 


8 ( 40 ) 
England, as it then ſtood; was Schi 


matical, wy de- 
clares that it muſt be {o. And it 2 Whole publick 
Communion of the Church of En nglaud was then Schiſ⸗ 
matical, as Biſhop —. alert it to have been, 
upon Dr. Benner s Conceſſions; it muſt be Schiſmati- 
cal {til}; for it ſtands upon the ſame Foot ; and there- 


fore if we would prevail with the Non. jurors to come 
over to the publick Communion; we muſt not think of 
doing it upon Dr. Benzet's Hypotheſis, which is ſo 
plainly contradicted by ſo had a Man, and one ſo 
zealous for the Revolution as Bp. Hilling feet. 
Thus have I have freely given you my Thou -hts of 
Dr. Beunet's Book, and muſt needs ſay, that I think 
the Non-jurors have Reaſon to eſteem him as a very fair 
candid Adverſary, who has argued with them like a 
Chriſtian ; however, for the Reaſons here given, I be- 
lieve he will make no Converts. The Nom juring Clergy 
are too well acquainted with the Doctrines and Practi- 
ces of the Church, for the three firſt Centuries, not to 


fee that he has miſunderſtood , and therefore miſrepre- 
ſented the Opinions of the ancient Fathers, and will 


eaſily ſatisfy the Flocks under their Charge that he has 
done ſo. I cannot therefore but think that he has done 
an Injury to his own Cauſe, by making ſuch Conceſſions, 
tho? bur for Argument ſake : For many Perſons may be 
perſuaded that thoſe Points are not to be defended, or 
at leaſt, that the Dr. found himſelf unable to maintain 
them; 'otherwile he would have choſen to have inſiſted 
upon ſome of thoſe Topicks, rather than upon this new 


But it is none of my Buſineſs to enquire into the Dr's 
Reaſons for making ſuch very large Conceſſions. I have, 
L think, ſufficiently anſwered your Requeſt, by ſhewing 
that the Dr. having made thoſe Conceſſions, has been 
very far from n the Non · jurors to be 8 
cal. Andi in ſo doing * tel ified | how pack 5 * 
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